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PER CURI AM

bafem A useun Opesanm, a native and citizen of
Nigeria, petitions for review of an order of the Board of
| Mm gration Appeals (“Board”) affirmng the immgration judge’s
denial of his application for cancellation of renoval.

Opesanm first contends that the imm gration judge erred
in denying his application for cancellation of renoval on the
ground that he failed to denonstrate that his renoval would result
in “exceptional and extrenely unusual hardship” to his famly. See
8 US C 8§ 1229b(b)(1) (2000) (setting forth requirenents for
cancel l ati on of renoval). Because the inmm gration judge' s hardship
determnation is discretionary in nature, we find that we |ack
jurisdiction to consi der this claim See 8 u S C

§ 1252(a)(2)(B)(i) (2000); Mendez-Mranchel v. Ashcroft, 338 F.3d

176, 179 (3d Cir. 2003); Ronero-Torres v. Ashcroft, 327 F.3d 887,

888 (9th Cir. 2003); Okpa v. INS, 266 F.3d 313, 317 (4th Gr.

2001) .

Opesanm al so contends that the Board’ s deci sion to adopt
and affirmthe i nm gration judge’ s deci sion on the reasoning of the
immgration judge violated his right to due process of law. As
Opesanm fails to establish that he was prejudiced by the Board’' s
decision to affirmon the reasoning of the imm gration judge, see

Rusu v. INS, 296 F.3d 316, 324-25 (4th Cr. 2002), we find that he

is not entitled to relief on this claim



Accordingly, we deny the petition for review ']
di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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